A  Washiniton  Letter  on  American  policy  in  the  Near  East 


The  Suez  Canal  blockade  whipped  up  an  angry  storm  in  the 
United  States  Senate  on  Apr.  28. 

When  the  roll  was  called,  62  Senators  favored  a  “freedom  of 
the  seas”  declaration,  an  implied  condemnation  of  the  United  Arab 
Republic’s  policy.  The  House  had  approved  the  statement  without 
debate  on  Apr.  21. 

,  The  Senate  action  was  taken  over  the  objections  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  and  the  bitter  protests  of  Sen.  J.  W.  Fulbright  (D- 
Ark.),  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

Unreconciled  to  his  defeat,  the  Arkansas  Democrat  renewed  the 
fight  the  next  day,  with  a  furious  attack  impugning  the  motives  of 
the  proponents.  He  offered  amendments  designed  to  nullify  the 
Senate  decision,  scheduled  for  action  May  2. 


The  legislation  takes  the  form  of  an  amendment  to  the  preamble 
of  the  Mutual  Security  Act.  It  is  a  statement  of  policy  in  favor  of 
freedom  of  the  seas  and  economic  cooperation  and  declares  the  op¬ 
position  of  Congress  to  economic  warfare,  including  boycotts,  block¬ 
ades  and  the  restriction  of  the  use  of  international  waterways. 

The  statement  calls  upon  the  Administration  to  give  effect  to 
these  principles  in  the  foreign  aid  program,  and  in  the  sale  and  gift 
of  surplus  foods.  The  provision  is  not  mandatory.  The  President 
is  to  apply  its  principles  as  he  may  determine.  But  he  is  to  report 
to  Congress  on  measures  taken  to  ensure  their  application. 

The  statement  was  initiated  in  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  by  Rep.  Wayne  Hays  (D-Ohio)  and  Leonard  Farbstein  (D- 
N.Y.)  and  it  was  approved,  19  to  3,  by  the  House  Committee,  which 
is  headed  by  Rep.  Tliomas  E.  Morgan  (D-Pa.). 

It  was  strongly  endorsed  on  the  floor  by  Majority  Floor  Leader 
John  W.  McCormack  (D-Mass.),  Rep.  Barratt  O’Hara  (D-Ill.),  Rep. 
Victor  L.  Anfuso  (D-N.Y.)  and  Rep.  Sejrmour  Halpem  (R-N.Y.). 

But  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  did  not  take  up 
amendments  recommended  by  the  House  because  it  reported  out  its 
version  of  the  MSA  before  the  House  completed  action. 

There  was  every  indication  that  Sen.  Fulbright  would  attempt 
to  kill  off  the  policy  statement  in  the  Senate-House  conference  com¬ 
mittee — and  his  subsequent  statements  emphatically  confirmed  this 
apprehension. 

Douglas-Keating  Amendment 

Accordingly,  Senators  Paul  H.  Douglas  (D-Ill.)  and  Kenneth  B. 
Keating  (R-N.Y.)  offered  the  amendment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
They  were  joined  by  28  co-sponsors,  including  the  Democratic  and 
Republican  Whips,  Senators  Mike  Mansfield  (D-Mont.),  a  member 
of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and  Thomas  H.  Kuchel 
(R-Calif.). 

Sen.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  (D-Tex.),  the  Majority  Floor  Leader, 
voted  for  the  amendment,  while  Sen.  Everett  M.  Dirksen  (R-Ill.), 
the  Minority  Leader,  voiced  the  Administration’s  objections. 

Differing  with  Fulbright,  nine  members  of  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  a  majority,  approved  it. 

Senators  Douglas,  Keating  and  Gruening  (D- Alaska)  argued 
that  the  Arab  boycott  and  blockade  had  been  intensified  during  the 
last  12  months.  The  situation  had  deteriorated  and  they  felt  it  was 
necessary  to  take  firm  action  to  strengthen  U.S.  policy. 

(Continued  on  next  page) 


On  tlw  Wotnrfront.  The  issue  of  free¬ 
dom  of  shipping  through  international 
waterways  Im  moved  to  a  new  battle¬ 
ground  .  .  .  the  docks  of  shipping  na¬ 
tions  around  the  world. 

In  New  York,  pickets  from  the  Sea¬ 
farer’s  International  Union  and  the  In¬ 
ternational  Longshoreman’s  Associa¬ 
tion  are  boycotting  the  Egyptian  freight¬ 
er,  Cleopatra,  for  the  24th  day,  with  the 
sharp  disapproval  of  our  government 

Egyptian  port  workers  in  Cairo,  Apr. 
30,  launched  a  retaliatory  boycott  of 
American  shipping  with  the  approval  of 
UAR  President  Nasser. 

Canadian  longshoremen  in  Montreal 
demonstrated  against  another  Egyptian 
freighter,  the  Star  of  Assuan,  and  in 
Latakia,  Syriar  dockworkers  struck 
against  Canadian  ships  arriving  there. 

International  unions  in  France,  Bel¬ 
gium,  the  Scandinavian  countries,  and 
in  other  maritime  nations  have  sent  mes¬ 
sages  of  sympathy  and  unity  to  the 
American  unions. 

And  Ralph  E.  Casey,  president  of  the 
American  Merchant  Marine  Institute 
which  represents  the  maritime  industry, 
wired  Se^etary  of  State  Herter  that  al¬ 
though  it  deplored  the  unions’  action,  it 
found  itself  in  sympathy  with  certain 
underlying  reasons  for  the  picketing. 

Casey  urged  the  Department  of  State 
to  take  “vigorous  steps”  to  reaffirm 
such  principles  (rf  U.S.  foreign  policy 
as  “freedom  of  the  seas,  freedom  of  dis¬ 
criminatory  action  by  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  in  international  trade  and  the 
proper  treatment  of  U.S.  citizens 
abroad.” 

When  the  Cleopatra,  an  8,000  ton 
Egyptian  freighter  carrying  3,000  tons 
of  cargo,  berthed  in  New  York  harbor 
on  Apr.  13,  it  was  greeted  by  sign¬ 
carrying  longshoremen  who  refused  to 
unload  the  ship.  Protesting  the  UAR’s 
boycott  of  ships  that  have  traded  with 
Israel  or  called  at  Israel  ports,  the  sea¬ 
men  charged  that  Nasser  has  “brazenly 
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Showdown  On 

Suez  (Continued) 

(Coincidentally,  on  the  day  before. 
President  Eisenhwer  declared  at  a  press 
conference  that  he  did  not  know  what 
the  United  Sutes  could  do  to  force  the 
UAR  to  respect  Israel  shipping  rights  in 
the  Suez  Canal.  He  said: 

“Now,  I  don’t  know  what  you  can 
do  unless  you  want  to  resort  to 
force  in  such  affairs,  and  I  am 
certain  that  we’re  not  trying  to 
settle  international  problems  with 
force.  We  have  done  everything 
we  could  to  make  it  clearer  t^t  we 
stand  by  our  commitments  and  we 
think  that  other  nations  should  do 
the  same,  particularly  when  it 
comes  to  the  free  use  of  the  Suez 
Canal.  But,  I  don’t  know  that 
there  is  any  idea  whatsover  of 
making  a  new  step  in  this  direction 
or  new  argument  because  I  think 
it’s  all  been  said.’’) 

Sen.  Fulbright  angrily  declared  that 
the  amendment  would  not  accomplish 
its  “ostensible  purpose.”  He  said: 

“What  it  would  accomplish  is  to 
annoy  the  Arabs  and  fortify  them 
in  their  conviction  that  in  any  issue 
arising  from  the  Arab-Israel  con¬ 
troversy  the  United  States,  because 
of  domestic  political  pressures  will 
be  on  the  side  of  the  Israelis  .  .  . 
Why  annoy  tiiem  if  you  are  not 
going  to  accomplish  anything  by  it 
— anything,  that  is,  beyond  &e  ap¬ 
peasement  oi  certain  uninformed 
minority  groups  in  the  United 
Stotesr 

He  also  complained  about  the  picket¬ 
ing  of  the  Cleopatra  in  New  YorlL  In  a 
speech  two  days  earlier,  Fulbright  had 
charged  that  the  unions  were  trying  to 
push  U.S.  foreign  policy  in  “^>ecial  in¬ 
terest  directions.” 

Sen.  FranlfJ.  Lausche  (D-Ohio)  said 
that  Senators  should  cast  their  votes 
“on  the  basis  of  considering  the  inter¬ 
ests  and  welfare  of  our  country  first” 
Sen.  Dirksen  spoke  fcx*  the  Administra¬ 
tion: 

”It  would  be  widelj  misunderstood 
by  friendly  nations  abroad.  Our 
Embassies  unanimously  share  the 
concern  of  the  Administration,  and 
they  have  personnel  in  the  fidd 
who  survey  this  matter  and  have  a 
full  understanding  of  it  They  make 
the  point  it  would  be  widely  inter¬ 
pret^  as  demonstrating  favorit¬ 
ism.  They  say  it  would  render  dif¬ 
ficult  our  efforts  to  bring  about  a 
relazatiou  of  tensions.  They  say 
it  would  be  an  effort  to  tie  strings 
to  our  economic  aid  and  potentially 
to  threaten  the  use  of  aid  as  an  fai- 
stmmoit  of  political  coercion.’* 


When  the  vote  ended.  Sen.  Fulbright 
asserted  that  the  Senate  had  taken  a 
**very  irresponsible  action”  and  that  the 
reaction  “is  bound  to  be  immediate  and 
very  serious.” 

Sen.  Fulbright  said,  “Wc  could  not 
believe  that  the  House  or  the  Senate 
would  take  this  proposal  seriously.  It 
is  obviously  designed  for  local  political 
advantage  in  this  country.  I  was  amazed 
that  the  Senate  took  it  seriously.” 

He  fought  against  a  move  by  Sen. 
Johnson  to  prevent  a  reconsideration. 

Sen.  Keating  said  that  there  was  no 
reason  why  the  question  should  be  put 
over  “in  order  that  members  of  the 
State  Department,  or  others  who  are  op¬ 
posed  to  this  amendment,  may  have 
time  to  turn  on  the  heat”  Sen.  John¬ 
son’s  motion  to  table  and  thus  prevent 
reconsideration  was  carried  40  to  29. 

Fulbright  Introducus  Amundmunts.  On 

the  fdlowing  day.  Sen.  Fulbright 
(^ered  his  new  amendments.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  both  the  Senate  and  the 
House  had  approved  identical  language 
on  the  freedom  of  the  seas  amendment, 
there  was  no  longer  any  possibility  that 
it  could  be  changed  in  conference.  But 
he  pr(^x>sed  to  qualify  it  by  adding 
another  clause  to  the  Statement  of  Pol¬ 
icy.  The  text  follows: 

“(g)  In  giving  effect  to  the  prin¬ 
ciples  expressed  in  subsection  (f) 
above,  the  President  should  not 
normally  regard  them  as  iq>plicable 
to  a  situation  wherein  two  or  more 
nations  receiving  assistance  under 
this  Act  or  surpluses  under  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Trade  Development  a^ 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  are  engaged  in  actions  detri¬ 
mental  to  United  Nations  efforts  to 
maintain  peace  and  stability,  and 
application  of  the  above-mentioned 
principles  would  in  the  judgment 
of  the  President  constitute  partial¬ 
ity  by  the  United  States  relating  to 
the  merits  of  the  cause  advamxd 
by  any  one  of  the  antagnoists.” 

This  was  widely  interpreted  as  a  move 
to  nullify  what  the  Senate  had  already 
done. 

In  offering  this  amendment.  Sen.  Ful¬ 
bright  lashed  at  the  supporters  of  the 
freeckmi  of  the  seas  amendment  He 
said  that  the  principal  reason  why  it  was 
offered  “was  not  because  of  the  overall 
good  of  file  United  States  but  because 
of  the  existence  of  a  pressine  group  in 
the  United  States  wfai^  seeks  to  inject 
the  Arab-Israeli  dispute  into  domestic 
politics.”  He  claimed  that  our  foreign 
policy  was  “being  whipsawed  by  an  ir¬ 
responsible  maritime  vmion  and  by  a 
minority  pressure  group.”  He  said  that 
in  recent  years  “we  have  teen  the  rise 
of  organizations  dedicated  apparently 


not  to  America  but  to  foreign  states  and 
groups.  The  conduct  of  a  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  for  America  has  been  seriously 
compromised  by  ffiis  devetopmenL** 
Sen.  Fulbright’s  statement  attributing 
the  action  of  Congress  to  the  activities 
of  Israd’s  friends  astonished  the  coun¬ 
try,  inasmuch  as  this  leads  the  Arabs  to 
believe  that  American  friendship  for 
Israel  is  unreal  and  merely  the  product 
of  pressure. 

And,  since  the  United  Nations,  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  and  most  of  the  lead¬ 
ing  newspapers  in  the  United  States  have 
many  times  made  it  clear  that  America 
favors  freedom  of  navigation  through 
the  Suez  Canal,  it  is  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  why  Slen.  Fulbright  should 
have  been  so  much  opposed  to  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  this  positive  general  statement 
of  policy  in  the  Mutual  Security  Pro¬ 
gram  and  why  he  should  have  so  bht^y 
denounced  those  in  favor  of  it 

Monsfiaki  Position.  There  are  many 
leaders  in  the  United  States  Senate  who 
have  often  demanded  that  the  Admin¬ 
istration  should  take  a  more  vigmtMis 
position  in  order  to  bring  an  end  to  the 
war  in  the  Middle  East  Thus,  on  Apr. 
14,  Sen.  Mansfield,  who  is  highly  re¬ 
spected  in  the  Senate  because  of  his  rep¬ 
utation  for  independent  thinking,  had 
the  following  to  say  about  the  Middle 
East: 

“For  some  strange  reason,  we 
have  persisted  in  ignoring  the  one 
coarse  which  might  conceivaMjr 
contribute  to  a  dnrable  peace  in  the 
Middle  East  insofar  as  it  rests  with¬ 
in  onr  capacity  so  to  contribute. 
That  coarse  is  one  of  clear  and 
consistent  cooperation  with  any  na¬ 
tion  in  that  area  whidi  is  prepared 
to  observe  a  consistent  pattm  of 
responsibility  and  forbearance  in 
the  face  of  the  grave  problems  ot 
peace  in  that  area,  a  willingness  to 
seardi  now  for  peaceful  and  per¬ 
manent  solutions.  If  that  course 
will  not  succeed,  then  I  wonder  at 
what  strange  red^oning  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  pour  millions  upon  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  of  public  funds  hap¬ 
hazardly  into  the  Middle  East  year 
after  year.  This  attempt  to  pla¬ 
cate  the  implacable,  to  purchase  the 
cooperation  of  the  uncooperative 
with  resources  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States  is  as  immature  as 
the  immaturity  to  which  it  is  ad¬ 
dressed.  Tet  the  attempt  goes  on 
and  on  and  there  is  not  yet  in  sight 
an  end  to  it.  And  peace— a  dur¬ 
able  peace  is  no  doser  in  tiie 
Middle  East,  hut  even  now,  onee 
again,  edges  toward  collapse.** 

No  OrooH  Light  for  Mossor.  On  Apr. 
30,  Senators  Douglas  and  Kcatinf 
joined  in  a  tel^ram  to  their  Senate 
colleagues  contending  thid  Che  Fd- 
bri^  amendment  would  negate  the 
Senate’s  action.  They  said  that  the  at- 
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tempt  to  attribute  that  action  to  “a  sole 
concern  for  Israel  and  for  the  views  of 
its  many  American  friends  is  to  be¬ 
little  the  considerations  and  impugn  the 
motives  that  moved  a  substantial  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Congress  to  act”  They 
streued  that  the  violation  of  the  princi¬ 
ples  of  free  navigation  in  the  Suez  en¬ 
dangers  the  stability  and  uneasy  peace 
of  the  Middle  East  and  threatens  Amer¬ 
ica’s  interests  as  well  as  those  oi  other 
nations.  They  warned  that  Sen.  Ful- 
bright’s  nullifying  amendment  would  be 
a  “damaging  retreat  from  our  past  po¬ 
sition  and  might  serve  as  a  green  light 
to  the  UAR  to  persist  in  its  blockade  of 
the  Suez,  with  the  knowledge  that  there 
would  be  no  effective  protest  from  this 
country.” 

Kefugee  Proposed.  Sen.  Fulbright  had 
a  second  amendment  This  had  to  do 
with  the  Arab  refugees.  He  proposed 
that  the  Congress  include  a  statement 
from  the  1948  UN  resolution  asserting 
the  right  of  the  Arab  refugees  to  return 
to  Israd. 

The  text  of  the  second  amendment: 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  refugees  wishing  to  return 
to  their  homes  and  live  at  peace 
with  their  neighbors  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  do  so  at  the  earliest  prac¬ 
ticable  date,  and  that  compensa¬ 
tion  should  be  paid  for  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  those  clK^ing  not  to  return 
and  for  loss  eff  or  dal^ge  to  prop¬ 
erty  which,  under  principles  of  in¬ 
ternational  law  or  in  equity,  should 
be  made  good  by  the  governments 
or  authorities  responsible.” 

Thus,  the  two  Fulbri^t  amendments 
— read  together — ^recall  the  argument 
expressed  by  President  Nasser  of  the 
UAR  on  “Face  the  Nation,”  ^r.  24. 

In  that  press  conference,  Nasser  in¬ 
sisted  on  linking  free  passage  through 
the  Suez  Canal  with  the  Arab  refugees 
and  he  thus  attempted  to  justify  the 
blockade.  He  said  that  the  Arabs  re¬ 
garded  Israel  cargoes  as  the  property  of 
the  Arabs  “because  the  Israelis  deprived 
the  Arabs  of  their  land  and  their  prop¬ 
erty.” 

The  Gore  Amendment 

The  Senate  foreign  aid  bdl  includes 
another  amendment  on  the  Arab  refu¬ 
gees,  <^red  by  Sen.  Albert  Gore  (D- 
Tenn.).  There  has  been  no  census  of 
the  refugees  and  Sen.  Gore  proposed 
that  no  U.S.  funds  be  made  available/ 
for  support  of  the  ration  program  after ' 
Ian.  1,  1961,  except  for  t^  issuance  of 
rations  to  those  refugees  whose  need 
and  eligibility  foe  relief  had  been  estab¬ 
lished  and  certified  after  Jan.  1,  1960. 

In  die  same  amendment.  Sen.  Gore 
proposed  that  the  President  indude  in 
next  year’s  Mutual  Security  Act  specific 


Roll 

Call 


Text  of  the  amendment  to  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  adopted  by  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House: 

“{f)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  inasmuch  as — 

"(1)  the  United  States  favors  free¬ 
dom  of  rutvigation  in  international 
waterways  atui  economic  coopera¬ 
tion  between  nations:  .-prui  (2)  the 
purposes  of  this  Actyire  negated 
and  the  peace  of  the  world  is  en¬ 
dangered  when  nations  which  re¬ 
ceive  assistance  under  this  Act 
wage  economic  warfare  against 
other  nations  assisted  under  this 
Act,  including  such  procedures  as 
boycotts,  bl^kades  and  the  re¬ 
striction  of  the  use  of  interruUional 
waterwayi^.^ 

'‘assistance  under  this  Act  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  shall  be 
administered  to  give  effect  to  these 
principles,  and,  in  all  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  any  foreign 
state  arising  as  a  resuh  of  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  under  this  Act  or  arising 
under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistarux  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  these  principles  shall  be  ap¬ 
plied,  as  the  President  may  determine, 
and  he  shall  report  on  measures  taken 
by  the  administration  to  insure  their 
application.” 

The  amendment  was  submitted  by 
Sen.  Paul  H.  Douglas  (D-Ill.)  and  Sen. 
Kenneth  B.  Keating  (R-N.Y.).  They 
were  joined  by  the  following  co-spon- 
sors: 

E.  L.  Bartlett  (D-Alaska),  C.  Norman 
Brunadale  (R-N.  Dak.),  Prescott  Buah 
(R.  Conn.),  John  A.  Carrdl  (D-Colo.), 
Clifford  P.  Case  (R-NJ.),  Joseph  B. 
Clark  (D-Pa.),  Thomas  J.  Dodd  (D- 
Conn.)jClair  Engle  (D-Cal.),  Hiram  L. 
Fong  (R-Hawaii),  Ernest Gmening  (D- 
Alaska),  Philip  A.  Hart  (D-MicK), 
Vance  Hactke  <I^^d.),  Hubert  H. 
Humphrey  (D-Minn.rK  Jacob  K.  Javits 
(R-I;^.),  Estes  Kefatpyer  (D-Tenn.). 

Jamil  F.  Kennedy  (D^ass.),  Thomas 
H/Kuehel  (R-Cal.),  Pat  McNamara  (D- 
2eh4,.k^  Idan^eld  (D-Mont.), 
/wayne^KlW"TD-Oreg.),  James  E. 


jpCMunendations  with  respect  to  a  p^ 
gram  for  the  progressive  repatriation 
and  resettlement  of  the  refugees  and  for 
reducing  U.S.  contributions  to  the 
United  Nations  Relief  and  Works 
Agency  for  Palestine  refugees. 

The  Administration  will  make  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  kill  the  new  census  plan  in 
Senate-House  conference  because  it 


Murray  (D-Mont.),  William  Prozmlra 
(D-Wia),  Hu|di  Boott  (R-Pa.),  Stuart 
Symington  (^Mo.),  Alexander  Wiley 
(R-Wia.),  Harrison  A.  Williams,  Jr. 
(D-NJ.),  Ralph  W.  Yarborough  (D- 
Tez.)  and  Stej^en  M.  Young  (D-Ohio). 
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Aiken  Hayden 

Bennett  Htekoilooper 

Carlson  Holland 

Case,  S.  Dak.  Laosche 

Cooper  Lusk 

Curtis  Martin 

Dirksen  Morton 

Dworshak  Mundt 

IU»tiand  Prouty 

Ervin  Russell 

Freer  Stennis 

Fulbright  WOliama,  DeL 

Goldwater 

Paired  for:  Javits,  Humphr^  Ken¬ 
nedy,  Bartlett,  Bush  _ _ ^ 

Paired  i^inst:  Saltonstall,  Long 
(La.),  Talmadge,  Jordan,  Hruska 

If  present  and  voting,  it  was  an- 
nouncM  that  the  absentees  listed  be¬ 
low  would  have  voted  yes: 

Anderson,  Chaves,  Bible  Byrd  (W. 
Va.),  Cannon,  Carroll,  (ireen,  Em, 
Murray,  O’Mahoney,  ^oepp^ 

The  fbOowing  were  absent  and  did 
not  vote: 

Beall,  Bridges,  Bmnsdale,  Byrd 
(Va.),  Cotton,  Ellender,  Robertsim, 
Sparonan,  Young  (NJ>ak.).  How¬ 
ever,  Sen.  Brunadale  was  one  of  the 
co-sponsors. 


fears  the  proposed  amendment  will  have 
political  repercussions  in  Jordan,  alien¬ 
ating  that  government 
And  as  the  Senate  recessed  for  the 
wedc-end,  many  organizations  issued 
statements  reminding  the  Arkansas  Sen¬ 
ate  that  the  American  people  jealously 
guard  tiieir  right  to  pe^on  their  gov¬ 
ernment 
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group  to  apply  pressure  publicly  with  a 
view  to  bringing  about  shifts  in  the  pol¬ 
icies  of  foreign  governments  is,  of 
course,  embarrassing  to  the  conduct  of 
our  government’s  foreign  relations  and 
may  have  unfortunate  consequences.” 

Cairo  newspaper  Al-Akhbar,  Apr.  25, 
cuttingly  answered  the  State  E>epart- 
ment’s  declaraticm. 

“We  regard  the  statement  as  insu£5- 
cient.  If  it  really  wishes  to  preserve  its 
interests  in  the  Arab  world  and  the 
Near  East,  it  should  intervene  to  put  an 
end  to  the  strike.” 

On  the  other  hand.  Rep.  Seymour 
Halpem  (R-N.Y.),  in  a  letter  to  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Herter,  protested  that  the 

B "position  tended 
>n  that  Amefisa 
ition  of  the  im^ 
e  economic  war¬ 
ns  in  the  Middle 

iction  restraining 
kding.  A  tempo- 
by  the  Khedivial 
Mail  Line  of  Alexandria,  Egypt,  owners 
of  the  Cleopatra,  was  rejected  by  the 
Federal  District  Court  in  New  Yorit  on 
Apr.  IS,  and  Judge  Thomas  F.  Murphy 
of  the  Federal  District  Court,  on  Apr. 
23,  ajso  denied  the  injunction.  He  ruled 
^at  in  the  ii^t  of  a  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision  hand^  down  the  previous  week, 
the  picketing  was  protected  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Norris-LaGuarda  Act  of 
1932  which  prohibits  federal  courts 
from  issuing  injunctions  in  cases  involv¬ 
ing  labor  disputes. 

The  third  setback  for  the  Egyptian 
shippers  came  on  Apr.  25,  when 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Af^ieals 
Judge  H.  Edward  Lumbard  denied  a 
motion  on  behalf  of  the  Egyptian  ship¬ 
ping  company.  Judge  Lumbard,  how¬ 
ever,  agreed  that  the  entire  Circuit 
Court  should  hear  an  appeal  from  Judge 
Murphy’s  ruling.  And,  on  Apr.  27,  a 
panel  of  three  judges  took  under 
visement  a  plea  by  the  UAR  shilling 
firm  and  reserved  their  decision. 

Commenting  on  the  action  taken  by 
the  New  Yoric  courts,  Cairo  newspaper 
Al-Akhbar,  Apr.  25,  claimed  that  the 
“American  judge  placed  his  loyalty  to 
.Zionism  ahead  of  that  to  his  country, 
^e  exploited  his  post  to  serve  objective 
nqt  in  his  country's  interests.” 
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flouted  international  law  and  created  a 
blacklist  of  American  ships,  thus  threat¬ 
ening  job  opportunities  for  seamen  and 
others  whose  livelihood  defend  upon 
the  American  merchant  marine.” 

(In  Damascus,  a  spokesman  for  the 
Arab  League  boycott  (^ce,  said  that 
only  21  American  ships  are  blacklisted 
from  the  canal  and  “this  kills  the  claim 
that  the  Arab  boycott  of  Israel  threatens 
job  opportunities  for  American  sea¬ 
men.”  The  Arab  spokesman  neglected 
to  add  that  American  surplus  foods 
shipped  to  Arab  states  cannot  be  carried 
in  blacklisted  vessels,  thus  decreasing 
job  opportunities  for  American  tramp 
freighter  lines.) 

On  Apr.  19,  the  American  ambassa¬ 
dor  to  the  UAR,  G.  Frederick  Rein¬ 
hardt,  was  summoned  to  the  Egyptian 
foreign  ministry  for  consultation  on  the 
strike.  Embassy  spokesmen  later  re¬ 
ported  that  Reinhardt  pointed  out  to  the 
UAR  that  the  American  government 
had  no  legal  means  of  approaching  the 
problem,  except  throu^  the  courts, 
which  is  time-consuming. 

But  Cairo’s  newspapers  and  radio 
condenmed  what  they  termed  a  strike 
incited  “by  the  Zionists  who  made  the 
dockworkers  believe  that  the  question  is 
connected  with  freedom  of  navigation 
and  that  this  action  is  counter-action  to 
the  UAR  ban  on  Israeli  ships.” 

In  a  cable  to  Nasser,  Apr.  20,  Paul 
Hall,  SIU  president,  denied  that  the 
picketing  was  the  result  of  “so-called 
Zionist  pressure.”  He  informed  the 
Egyptian  leader  that  the  union’s  action 
was  designed  to  “protect  the  welfare 
and  security  of  SIU  members”  and  to 
“emphasize  the  union’s  insistence  on 
observance  of  international  law  allow¬ 
ing  freedom  of  the  seas.” 

Hall  also  told  Nasser  that  the  Cleo¬ 
patra's  crew  was  well  taken  care  of  in 
contrast  to  the  way  American  merchant 
marine  personnel  were  treated  while 
passing  through  the  Suez. 

Stot*  Deportmont  Stand.  The  next 
day,  in  Washington,  the  Department  of 
State  issued  a  statement  on  the  union 
picketing  calling  it  “embarrassing”  to 
the  con^ct  of  our  foreign  relations. 

The  Department  said  it  recognized 
the  right  of  Americans  to  free  sp^h 
and  “die  special  status  to  labor  unions 
picketing  in  labor  disputes”  and  that  it 
understo<xl  the  unions’  position  that  the 
Arab  boycott  was  “discriminatory 
against  American  shipping  and  seamen.” 

However,  the  Department  pointed  out 
that  from  the  foreign  policy  standpoint, 
it  should  be  made  clear  that  the  picket¬ 
ing  was  regarded  abroad  as  a  “political 
demonstration  relating  to  the  UAR  re¬ 
strictions  against  Israel.” 

The  Administration  does  not  condone 
the  Arab  boycott,  the  statement  empha¬ 
sized,  but,  with  such  complicated  ques¬ 
tions  involved,  an  effort  by  a  “private 
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The  Administration’s  Mutual  Security 
Program  will  have  serious  difficulty  this 
year  largely  because  of  public  apathy. 
An  appraisal  of  foreign  aid  appears  in 
Giant  Among  Nations,  a  new  book  on 
U.S.  foreign  economic  policy  by  Pro¬ 
fessor  Peter  B.  Kenen,  of  Columbia 
University,  who  has  contributed  to  past 
issues  of  the  Near  East  Report.  In  his 
book,  he  says: 

“Foreign  aid  has  been  a  huge  success. 
si^nd-Lease  helped  us  crush  the  Axis, 
^e  Marshall  Plan  accelerated  Europe’s 
re^very,  lifting  output  and  instilling  the 
habits  of  regional  cooperation  that  now 
protel  the  European  Common  Market 
Miliary  assistance  has  armed  our  allies 
for  defense  and  served  warning  upon 
Russia  that  we  will  not  tolerate  aggres¬ 
sion.  \  Point  Four  has  sent  our  teachen 
and  technicians  to  half  a  hundred  coun¬ 
tries  ^ith  skills  for  health,  education, 
and  pipduction.  And  our  young  De- 
velopnknt  Loan  Fund  has  Bremen  the 
chains  pf  orthodoxy  that  shackled  lend¬ 
ing  forieconomic  growth;  it  looks  to  the 
use  of  jcapital,  not  repayment,  in  allo¬ 
cating  pevel(^>ment  finance. 

I 

“M<Kt  important,  we  have  learned  to 
live  w^  foreign  aid.  We  accept  it  as 
a  nomjal  and  necess^  part  of  foreign 
policy.  I  We  are  beginning  to  prograa 
assistance  for  the  long  haul,  not  as  a 
stopgap.  A  nation  that  has  shed  its 
obligaqons  precipitously  after  World 
War  I  mas  shouldered  them  forthrighffy 
since  world  War  II.  We  have  protested 
our  burdens.  We  have  charged  other 
nations  with  malingering.  We  have 
beeiyhurt  by  foreign  criticism  and  be- 
Wilfred  because  other  governments  do 
noy  always  take  our  aid  with  joy.  But 
wyfaave  managed  to  keep  foreign  aid 
ajsreast  of  changes  in  the  world  econ- 
rlmy.  We  have  used  it  to  win  a  war  and 
.'^to  rebuild  the  world  after  that  war.  We 
have  used  it  to  promote  collective  de¬ 
fense  and  to  battle  poverty.” 
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